
EPJ manuscript No.
(will be inserted by the editor)

Probing Supermassive Black Hole Binaries with Orbital
Resonances of Laser-Ranged Satellites

Minghui Du1, Qiong Deng2,1a, Yifan Bian2, Ziren Luo1,3,4, and Peng Xu1,2,3,4b

1 Center for Gravitational Wave Experiment, National Microgravity Laboratory, Institute of Mechanics,
Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China.

2 Lanzhou Center of Theoretical Physics, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, China.
3 Taiji Laboratory for Gravitational Wave Universe (Beijing/Hangzhou),

University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China.
4 Hangzhou Institute for Advanced Study, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Hangzhou 310124, China.

Received: date / Revised version: date

Abstract. Coalescing supermassive black hole binaries (SMBHBs) are the primary source candidates for
low frequency gravitational wave (GW) detections, which could bring us deep insights into galaxy evolutions
over cosmic time and violent processes of spacetime dynamics. Promising candidates had been found based
on optical and X-ray observations, which claims for new and ready-to-use GW detection approaches before
the operations of space-borne antennas. We show that, satellite laser ranging (SLR) missions could serve
as probes of coalescing SMBHBs through the GW-induced resonant effects. Lasting and characteristic
imprints caused by such resonances in the residual distances or accelerations from SLR measurements are
studied, and the detection SNR is analyzed with both the current and future improved ranging precisions.
Within redshift z ∼ 1, the threshold SNR=5 requires 1-2 years of accumulated data for the current precision
and months of data for improved precision, which are workable for the data processing of SLR missions.
Meanwhile, joint detections with multiple SLR missions could further improve the total SNR and the
confidence level. Such a detection scheme could fulfill the requirement of a tentative SMBHB probe during
the preparing stage of LISA and Taiji, and it requires no further investment to any new and advanced
facilities. It is also worthwhile to look back and re-process the archived data from the past decades, in
where resonant signals from SMBHBs might be hidden.

1 Introduction

Ever since the landmark event GW150914 observed by
Adv-LIGO [1, 2], the new window to the Universe had
been opened by GW detections. With the follow-on ob-
servations of nearly one hundred of events by the LIGO-
VIRGO collaboration [3, 4], the new era of GW astron-
omy has gradually started off. To enclose the exciting
sources of much larger and heavier astrophysical systems,
one needs to explore the low frequency end of the GW
spectrum with detectors of much longer baselines. In the
next decade, the first generation space-borne antennas, in-
cluding LISA (Laser Interferometer Space Antenna) [5]
and the LISA-like Taiji mission [6–9] would be launched
and cover the mHz band [10]. Mission concepts for deci-
hertz band now include the DECIGO [11], AMIGO [12]
and TianQin [13] projects. For the µHz band, the more
advanced space missions with baselines of Solar system
size like the µAres [14] and ASTROD [15] were suggested.

a Co-first author.
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Pulsar Timing Arrays (PTA) are reported to be promising
probes for nHz GWs [16–18].

Among the candidate sources within the low frequency
range, coalescing SMBHBs (106−109 M⊙) are of the most
exciting ones [19]. Their collisions and mergers give rise
to the most violent events in the visible Universe and pro-
duce the loudest GW signals within their frequency band.
The knowledge of the population of coalescing SMBHBs
and the detailed measurements of the entire wavetrains
(inspiral, merger, and ringdown) will bring us deep in-
sights into the growths and co-evolutions of the SMB-
HBs and their host galaxies, the expansion history of our
Universe, the most violent dynamic behavior of curved
spacetime and the nature of gravitation [19–21]. There-
fore, coalescing SMBHBs are the primary candidates for
many aforementioned missions. According to the roadmap
of GW physics and astronomy [22], LISA will firstly reveal
the detailed information about SMBHBs till the 2030s.
On the other hand, SMBHB candidates could be iden-
tified by means of optical and X-ray observations. For
example, Ref. [23] claimed that the rapid decaying bi-
nary system SDSSJ1430+2303 discovered via optical and
X-ray observations is expected to merge within 3 years,
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which might provide us an excellent opportunity for multi-
messenger observations if any low frequency GW detector
was ready [24,25]. Having the plentiful scientific objectives
and the potential opportunities, it would be of great sig-
nificance if any tentative detection of coalescing SMBHB
could be made within this decade before the operations of
LISA and Taiji missions.

Similar to the case for a bound system of charged
particles, which could have resonant interactions with in-
cident electromagnetic waves when the wave frequency
matches with the energy difference between certain states
of the system, the response of a self-gravitating binary
system to GW is especially evident when the frequency of
GW matches a harmonic of the binary’s orbital frequency,
thereby inducing a resonant effect. Such resonant evolu-
tion of the orbit can accumulate in time, and may even-
tually enter the scope of possible detections. The studies
of resonant responses of self-gravitating binary systems to
incident GWs can be traced back to the 1970s [26–30], and
had raised more concerns in these years [31–40]. Recently,
Blas and Jenkins had made important progress for this de-
tection scheme and developed powerful tools to estimate
the resonant evolutions of the binary orbital elements un-
der stochastic GW backgrounds [41]. Sensitivities to such
resonant effects from stochastic backgrounds in SLR, Lu-
nar laser ranging (LLR) and PTA missions turn out to be
promising [42], which approves the detectability of such
scheme.

Most of the GW signals studied in the aforementioned
literature are stochastic in nature, and still the resonant
detection scheme for general deterministic and individual
signals is not yet fully investigated. In this work, we aim to
study the feasibility and prospect of detecting, in the cir-
cumstance where orbital resonance takes place, the deter-
ministic GW signals from coalescing SMBHBs via the SLR
technique of the present day and the next decade. The
Earth-satellite distances can be measured precisely and
continuously for SLR missions, which hence provides the
long-term and faithful tracking of the orbital evolutions of
the satellites [43,44]. In fact, data from SLR missions, such
as LAGEOS 1, 2 and LARES, had already been proved
to be very useful in relativistic experiments [45–53]. For
GW detections, the orbital harmonics of all the in-orbit
laser-range satellites [54] could form a “comb” in the sub-
mHz range, which makes it possible to capture the strong
chirping signals from coalescing SMBHBs consecutively
by most of the missions in operation. Based on previous
studies [29, 55–58], and especially [41], we give analyti-
cal and numerical analysis of the resonant evolutions of
osculate orbital elements induced by GWs from coalesc-
ing SMBHBs in SLR missions and their dependence on
relevant parameters. An important finding is that, when
such resonance takes place, a characteristic signature is
left in the orbital evolutions of the laser-ranged satellites.
With the precision and multi-year data of orbit tracking,
the resonance signal could be recovered with sophisticated
data analysis methods. Given the joint detections of each
individual signal by different SLR missions, this would fi-

nally produce the high-confidence detection of a coalescing
SMBHB.

Limited by the precision of SLR measurements in present-
days and in the near future, such detections may not give
rise to detailed physical parameters of the sources, but
the multi-year observations could probably provide us the
first estimation of the population or event rate of coa-
lescing SMBHBs within redshift z ∼ 0.1. Such a detection
scheme could fulfill the requirement of a tentative SMBHB
probe in the decade before the launch of LISA (and Taiji),
and it requires no further investment to any new and ad-
vanced facilities. The only efforts demanded will be the
thorough analysis of the data, especially the re-analysis of
the archived data from the past decades in where resonant
signatures from coalescing SMBHBs might be hidden.

2 Theoretical Tools

For clarity, we will refer to the SMBHB as the “source bi-
nary” and the Earth-satellite system as the “test binary”.
The phenomenon of orbital resonance can be described by
the equations of motion (EoM) of the osculating orbital
elements of the test binary, with GWs acting as small per-
turbations.

We introduce a cylindrical coordinate {r̂, θ̂, ˆ̀} whose
origin is placed at the test binary’s center of mass, and
{r̂, θ̂} represent the bases of polar coordinates within the

orbital plane, ˆ̀ being the unit vector perpendicular to
them. The unperturbed Keplerian motion of the satellite is
characterized by six orbital elementsX = {P, e, I,Ω, ω, ε},
including the orbital period, eccentricity, inclination, lon-
gitude of ascending node, argument of pericenter, and the
compensated mean anomaly.

In the absence of perturbations, the separation r(t;X)
of test binary, that is related to the most important ob-
servable of SLR missions, follows the Kepler’s equations

r(t;X) = a [1− e cosE(t;X)] , (1)

E(t;X) − e sinE(t;X) =
2πt

P
+ ε, (2)

ψ(t;X) = 2 arctan

[√
1 + e

1− e tan
E(t;X)

2

]
, (3)

where the true anomaly ψ is defined as the angular posi-
tion of the satellite measured from the pericenter, and E
is the so-called eccentric anomaly.

With perturbations induced by incident GWs, Eq.(1-3)
are valid under the condition that X are regarded as the
osculating orbital elements, which varies with time satis-
fying the RTN-type Gaussian perturbation equations [56,
57, 59]. The effects of GWs, treated as small perturba-
tions, can be written down in the form of Newtonian
forces [29,60]:

FGW = r(Rr̂ + T θ̂ +N ˆ̀), (4)

where R, T and N are the perturbing forces per unit mass
in the radial, tangential and normal directions relative to
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the orbit

R =
1

2
ḧij r̂

ir̂j , T =
1

2
ḧij r̂

iθ̂j ,

N =
1

2
ḧij r̂

i ˆ̀j , hij = hAe
A
ij . (5)

eAij being the polarization tensors of the GW (A = +,×).
Finally, in terms of transfer function, the EoM of X can
be written in a compact form [41]:

Ẋ = TA(X, ψ, n̂GW)ḧA(n̂GW, t), (6)

where n̂GW = n̂GW(ϑ, φ) denotes the direction of source.

The transfer functions TA define the linear responses of
the orbital elements X to the incident GWs. Such linear
responses are valid under the conditions that perturba-
tions from GWs are small compared to that from New-
tonian gravity and the back reactions from resonance to
the incident GW field are ignorable. The explicit forms of
the transfer functions TA and the coefficients of eAij in the
test binary frame can be found in the work [41]. For SLR
measurements, we are most concerned about the orbital
period P (or the semi-major axis a), which is directly re-
lated to the total energy of the test binary. The transfer
function of P can be expressed as

TAP =
3P 2γ

4π

(
e sinψ

1 + e cosψ
r̂i + θ̂i

)
r̂jeAij , (7)

where γ ≡
√

1− e2.
Eqs.(6) constitute a system of ODEs, which are solved

numerically in the following analysis using the initial con-
ditions X|t=0 = X0. The orbital perturbation theory sug-
gests that ψ(t) can be calculated by solving the Kepler
equations Eq.(2) and Eq.(3) with the orbital elements re-
garded as the osculating ones.

To understand the resonant behavior qualitatively, we
also derive an analytical solution under the simplifications
that the orbit of test binary is nearly circular (e � 1)
and the incident GW is modeled as a monochromatic
wave with redshifted frequency fGW, initial phase ϕGW

and amplitudes HA. At the “main” resonance frequency
fGW = fres = 2/P , the variation of P is dominated by a
linear drift term. The secular perturbation of P , defined
as Ṗ averaged over one orbit revolution, reads

Ṗsec = 6πγHA

√
G2

1A +G2
2A

× sin

(
ϕGW − 2ε− arctan

G1A

G2A
− δA×

π

2

)
, (8)

where G1A, G2A are constants determined by the angles
of the GW source and the test binary (see Appendix A),
and δA× = 1 if A = × or 0 if A = +. In the case where

the source binary and test binary are face-on, Ṗsec can be
expressed more concisely:

Ṗsec = 12πγH sin(ϕGW − 2ω − 2ε), (9)

with H ≡ HA(ι = 0). Depending on the values of ϕGW, ω

and ε, Ṗsec can be either positive or negative. Besides, two

“secondary” resonances of orderO(e) occur at fGW = 1/P
and 3/P . The detailed derivation of this solution can be
found in A. These discussions provide an intuitive demon-
stration of orbital resonance.

3 An Example of merging SMBHB

We assume a SMBHB with the parameters of SDSSJ1430+2303
[23] as an example for the SMBHBs that will merge in the
near future. Although the interpretation and detectabil-
ity of SDSSJ1430+2303 are still under discussion, we are
interested in a group of similar SMBHB systems instead
of this specific one. This example will be referred to as
our representative Target Source in the rest of this paper
(TS for short), and the variation of its parameters over a
wide range will be discussed in B. Among all the SLR mis-
sions, we take the laser ranging mission LAGEOS 2 (L2 for
short) as a typical representative. The resonant responses
of other SLR missions, including LAGEOS 1, LARES 1/2,
Ajisai and ETALON 1/2 to the same GW signal are also
discussed. The parameters of these missions can be found
in [52,61].

The parameters relevant to our example are listed in
Tab. 1, where the initial values of P, e, I for L2 are taken
from Ref. [52]. Ref. [23] reported the properties of the TS
constrained from electromagnetic observations. It is pro-
posed that this system is an uneven mass-ratio, highly
eccentric SMBHB. While, at the frequencies of our inter-
est, its orbit would be sufficiently circularized. Moreover,
the components masses of the TS are only determined
with large uncertainty. Therefore, here we simply assume
that it consists of two black holes with equal source-frame
masses Mbh = 4 × 107M⊙, and redshift z = 0.08105.
The sky position and inclination of the TS, as well as Ω
and ω are randomly selected, since Ω and ω could change
in time, and we are interested in a family of SMBHBs
with properties similar to SDSSJ1430+2303 rather than
this specific one. A detailed discussion on the impacts of
the mass ratio and other parameters is given in B. Re-
garding the modeling of the GW signal, we utilize the
SEOBNRv4 time-domain waveform [62,63] provided by the
open-source code PyCBC [64], and the phase at coalescence
is set as ϕc = 0.

Roughly speaking, the inspiral stage ends when fGW

equals the GW frequency of the innermost stable circu-
lar orbit fISCO ≡ 1/(63/2πM), where M is the total mass
of the source. For the case under consideration, fres ≈
1.5× 10−4Hz > fISCO, indicating that resonance happens
mainly during the merger stage. As is shown in the top
panel of Fig. 1, for L2, P exhibits a monotonic growth for
∼ 104 s, and finally reaches a steady value with∆Pfin/P0 =
4.374× 10−14.

The resonant responses of different SLR missions to
the same GW signal from the TS are also shown in Fig. 1.
As expected, the secular variation Ṗsec can be either pos-
itive or negative, depending on the parameters of satel-
lite orbits and GW sources. The resonance frequencies
of these satellites form a “comb” in the sub-mHz fre-
quency range, and resonances would take place consecu-
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Table 1. Parameters of LAGEOS2 (L2) and SDSSJ1430 +
2303 (TS) in our example.

L2
P0 e0 I0 Ω0 ω0 ε0

13349s 0.0135 52.64◦ π/3 0 0

TS
Mbh z ι ϑ φ ϕc

4× 107M⊙ 0.08105 π/6 π/6 0 0

tively among these SLR missions when the chirping signal
sweep across the “comb tooth”. Hence, the correlations
among such resonant events could give a high confidence
level of the detection, and may even help to investigate
the physical properties of the corresponding GW sources,
like the TS. To make such detection scheme attainable,
the more sophisticated and important observable, that of
the residual separation δr(t), is defined and employed in
the following discussions, see Fig. 2 and 3.

4 GW Detection with orbital resonance

Based on the above example, the GW-induced secular
change in semi-major could only reach ∆afin ≈ 2a

3P∆Pfin ∼
10−7. Compared with the resolution of SLR distance mea-
surements, which is at millimeter or sub-millimeter level [51],
it seems difficult to identify such small changes in the semi-
major out of uncertainties.

On the other hand, SLR is particularly superior in
tracking the orbital dynamics of satellites. Collecting the
round-trip times of laser pulses allows one to track the
“normal point” distances over time. The orbital elements
of the laser-ranged satellite can be derived based on such
distance measurements with the help of the precise or-
bit determination programs, such as GEODYN [65]. This in-
spired us to make use of more sophisticated observables
instead of the averaged orbital elements, that of the resid-
ual normal point distance δr(t) or the residual acceleration
δ~a(t), to reveal the signatures from the GWs of coalescing
SMBHBs. The residual distance is defined as

δr(t) ≡ rdata(t)− r(t;X0)− δrmod(t), (10)

where rdata(t) is obtained from the SLR measurements,
and r(t;X0) is calculated from the initial elements X0

via Eq.(1). δrmod(t) consists of the contributions of all
other modeled perturbations except for GWs. The resid-
ual acceleration is defined in the similar way δ~a(t) ≡
~̈r(t;X) − ~̈r(t;X0) − δ~̈rmod(t). To make use of such data,
one needs to accurately model and account for the possible
gravitational and non-gravitational perturbations. A wide
variety of perturbations have been investigated in the liter-
ature, such as Earth geopotential harmonics [66,67], atmo-
spheric drag [68,69], thermal-thrust effects [70], Solar radi-
ation pressure, dynamic solid tide and ocean tide [71,72],
etc.

With these tools, one could track the long-term dy-
namical evolutions of the orbits and investigate in details
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Fig. 1. The responses of 7 laser-ranged satellites, including
LAGEOS 1/2, LARES 1/2, ETALON 1/2 and Ajisai, to the
same GW signal (the lowest panel) emitted by the TS. In each
panel, the vertical line represents the time when fGW = fres.
Note that the resonance frequencies of ETALON 1/2 are much
smaller than other satellites, therefore for these two satellites,
we have labeled the times corresponding to fres, rather than
showing them as vertical lines. Resonances take place consec-
utively among these SLR missions when the chirping signal
sweep across the “frequency comb” in the sub-mHz frequency
range.

the differences (residuals) between the observed and mod-
eled orbits to search for the expected signals. Such data
analysis method is slightly different from the one used
for interferometric GW detectors [73], but has already
been employed in SLR missions in a wide range of lit-
erature [49, 51, 69, 72, 74]. Considering residual accelera-
tions, after modelling the known perturbations, the resid-
ual mean accelerations deviated away from the geodesic
motion for L2 (or LARES) are less than 1-2× 10−12m/s2

(or 0.5 × 10−12m/s2) [49, 74]. While, for the optimal re-
sponse of L2 to TS (see B for the determination of “opti-
mal parameters”), the radial residual acceleration δar will
oscillate around −2.5×10−13m/s2 at the start of the post-
resonance stage. This order-of-magnitude estimate gives a
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Fig. 2. The residual distance of L2 in the most optimistic
case. The mean value of δr(t) after resonance equals ∆afin =
5.67× 10−7 m.
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Fig. 3. The long-term (30 days) distance residuals of LAGEOS
1/2, ETALON 1 and LARES 1 calculated based on their opti-
mal responses.

rather optimistic evaluation of the feasibility of this new
detection method.

For the convenience of SNR estimations, we use the
residual distance in the following analysis and assume the
ideal case that the only perturbation to the satellite orbit
is from the incident GWs of SMBHBs. And, considering
the expected event rate of coalescing SMBHBs [19], reso-
nances in SLR measurements can be treated as individual
events. Shown in Fig. 2 is the optimal response of L2 to
TS in terms of δr(t), and in Fig. 3 the comparison of opti-
mal responses of different SLR missions. During resonance
(e.g. t ∈ (0.2, 0.4) day for L2), δr(t) grows in time, and
finally reaches a steady value δrfin = ∆afin. Afterwards, in

the post-resonance stage, the behavior of δr(t) is in con-
sistence with our theoretical prediction (see Appendix C
for the derivation)

δr(t) ≈ ∆afin

[
1− e

(
1 +

∆efin/e

∆afin/a

)
cosM

− e

(
3πt

P
− ∆εfin

∆afin/a

)
sinM +O(e2)

]
, (11)

where M = 2πt/P+ε is the mean anomaly. That is, under
the long-term condition (3πt/P � 1), δr(t) would oscil-
late around ∆afin with linearly varying amplitude, and the
rate of variation is proportional to e. After subtraction of
the known and modeled perturbations, if the similar be-
haviors as in Fig. 2 and 3 were observed in the residuals
for different SLR missions, it would indicate with high
confidence that the GW-induced resonance as the cause.
Another conclusion which can be drawn from Fig. 3 is that
the eccentricity of satellite orbit plays an important role
in the post-resonance evolution, as is predicted by Eq.
(11). Indeed, the growth rate of δr for L2 (e = 0.0135)
is relatively large compared to, for example, LAGEOS
1 (e = 0.0045), ETALON 1 (e = 0.001) and LARES 1
(e = 0.001).

To extract the signal of GW, the residual data should
be analyzed with methods such as matched filtering. Based
on long-term data tracking, the SNR (dubbed ρ) for the
optimal response of L2 can be approximated as

ρ2 = 4

∫ ∞

0

|δr̃(f)|2 df
Sn(f)

≈ ∆a2
fin

σ2ts

(
Tobs +

3π2e2

2P 2
T 3

obs

)
,

(12)
where δr̃(f) is the Fourier transform of δr(t), and Sn(f)
represents the one-sided noise power spectral density of
SLR. The resonance stage lasts less than 1 day and con-
tributes a rather small fraction to the total SNR. Whereas,
in the post-resonance stage, δr(t) oscillates with growing
amplitude and results in the above polynomial SNR on the
observation time Tobs (see Appendix C). Sn(f) depends on
the uncertainty σ of normal point measurement. Ref. [42]
predicted that the precision of SLR coincides with that
of LLR, and the latter will have an order-of-magnitude
improvement in the next decade (which might require the
installation of new retroreflectors [75]). Following their as-
sumption, we consider two values of σ in this paper:

a. current precision: σ = 3 mm, 50, 000 normal point
measurements per year;

b. improved precision: σ = 0.3 mm, 200, 000 measure-
ments per year.

In Fig. 4 we plot the SNR against Tobs for different mis-
sions under different laser ranging precision. As is shown,
for L2, SNR > 1 can be achieved when Tobs > 124 days
(current precision a) or 17 days (improved precision b).
Once we set a realistic threshold for GW detection to SNR
= 5, Tobs > 356 days are required for precision a and 49
days for precision b, which turns out to be practical and
workable.

In the derivation of Eq.(12), it is implicitly assumed
that we have perfect knowledge of the unperturbed orbital
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Fig. 4. The SNRs of the most optimistic responses to TS for
different satellites. The thin curves are obtained by numeri-
cal calculation, while the thick ones represent the polynomial
function Eq.(12).

period, thus Sn(f) does not account for the contribution
of the prior uncertainty of P0 (dubbed σP0

hereafter). This
can only be achieved with infinitely long in-orbit time used
for the calibration of orbital elements. Therefore, it is nec-
essary to examine whether the impact of σP0 can be safely
neglected compared to the effect of passing GWs, provided
that P0 is determined from a reasonable number of SLR
measurements. To estimate σP0

, we employ the Fisher in-
formation matrix (FIM) formalism presented in Ref. [41],
which converts the uncertainties of laser ranging to those
of orbital elements. Within a given time T (which does
not have to coincide with Tobs),

Fij =
1

σ2

T∑

t

∂ir(t)∂jr(t), σi =
√

(F−1)ii, (13)

where i represents the parameters relevant to r(t), i.e. i =
P, e, ε. The σP0

− T relationship for L2, as well as the
target signal (e.g. the optimal response of L2 to TS) are
plotted in Fig. 5. It is clearly shown that, under precision
b, the prerequisite (σP0

� ∆P ) for our SNR calculation
is fully satisfied with T ∼ 103 days . This is achievable
for missions like LAGEOS which have been operating for
decades. While for precision a, the SLR data collected over
a period of ∼ 103 days only yield a σP0

comparable to the
signal, necessitating a longer time of calibration, or the
signal should be stronger by one or more orders (such as
the examples given in the following analysis).

In addition, it should be noted that although the prior
uncertainty of P0 has been considered, this is still an
ideal scenario in the sense that other gravitational or non-
gravitational perturbations are well modeled and subtracted
from the data. Given the specific models of these perturb-
ing factors to the SLR missions, the error analysis would
become more realistic, while this is beyond the scope of
our work and belongs to a separate research topic.

The magnitudes of resonant responses also depends on
the properties of GW sources, especially the masses and

100 101 102 103

T [day]

10−15

10−14

10−13

10−12

10−11

10−10

σ
P

0
/P

0

∆Pfin/P0

precision a

precision b

Fig. 5. The relationship between the error of theeorbital pe-
riod σP0 and the in-orbit time T used for calculating P0. The
blue curve and the red curve represents the results based on
precision a and precision b, respectively. For comparison, the
optimal response of L2 to TS is also plotted with grey dashed
line in the same figure.

redshifts (see Appendix B.4), we then go beyond TS and
look for more promising candidates. The nearest SMBHB
system reported so far is located in NGC 7277, with red-
shift 0.006 and component masses 1.54 × 108M⊙ and

6.3 × 106M⊙ [76]. Although this system itself is not an
imminent merging one, the existence of SMBHB at red-
shift around z ∼ 0.01 can not be ruled out. Suppose that
L2, as the representative, is in resonant interaction with
the GW from a SMBHB with redshift z = 0.01 and equal
component masses Mbh = 5.9×107M⊙, in the most opti-
mistic case, SNR = 5 can be achieved after an observation
time of 68 days (current precision a) or 9 days (improved
precision b). Furthermore, for an imaginary SMBHB at
z = 0.001, by only taking the data within resonance stage
into consideration, the most optimistic SNR could reach
0.15 (current precision a) or 3 (improved precision b). To
the far end, for mergers of TS-like SMBHBs at z = 0.1,
data sets of 410 days (current precision a) or 56 days (im-
proved precision b) are needed to achieve SNR > 5. The
above analysis indicates that this new method could give
tentative detections of the violent mergers of SMBHBs
within the reach of z ∼ 0.1. Moreover, as expected, when
considering the joint detection by all SLR missions in op-
eration, both the total SNR and the confidence level could
be further improved.

5 Concluding remarks

In this work, we have investigated the feasibility of the de-
tection scheme for GWs from coalescing SMBHBs, through
their resonant interactions with the laser-ranged satellites.
The observable of residual distance or residual acceler-
ation are introduced to make the detection attainable.
The SNR of measuring the resonance-induced character-
istic signals in the residual distances and the dependence
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on relevant parameters of GW sources and orbiters are
analyzed. It turns out that, before the launches of the
space-borne antennas, SLR may be the only ready-to-use
approach of probing coalescing SMBHBs in the sub-mHz
range.

Among the promising candidates, we take SMBHB
SDSSJ1430+2303 (TS) as the representative example, which
is expected to merge within 3 years. For LAGEOS 2, we
discussed the SNR of detecting the merger of TS for two
sets of ranging precision. In the optimistic case, SNR >
1 can be achieved when Tobs > 124 days for the current
precision or 17 days for the future improved precision. For
the threshold SNR = 5, 356 days is required for the cur-
rent precision, and 356 days for improved precision. These
results are generated to similar sources and SLR missions.
For TS like candidates at redshift z = 0.1, SNR = 5 re-
quires less than two years data for the current precision
and a few months data for the improved precision. These
are workable for data processing of SLR missions. More-
over, as the chirping waves sweep across the“frequency
comb” in the sub-mHz range, the possible joint detection
by the multiple laser-ranged satellites could further im-
prove the total SNR and the detection confidence.

To summarize, SLR missions with the resonant detec-
tion scheme could fulfill the requirement of a tentative
SMBHB probe that within the reach of z ∼ 1. Not just
future-oriented, the re-analysis of the archived data from
the past decades with our method is also worthwhile. At
last but not least, the prospect of our method also im-
proves with the understandings of the total orbital per-
turbations for SLR missions.

This work is supported by the National Key Research and De-
velopment Program of China, No. 2020YFC2200601 and No.
2021YFC2201901.

Appendix

A Derivation of the simplified analytical
solution

An analytical solution can be obtained under the condi-
tions that the test binary’s orbit is near circular (e � 1)
and the incident GW is modeled as a monochromatic
wave:

h+ = H+ cos(2πfGWt+ ϕGW),

h× = H× sin(2πfGWt+ ϕGW), (14)

where fGW and ϕGW are the redshifted frequency and
initial phase of GW, respectively. The amplitudes HA(A =
+,×) can be expressed in terms of the redshifted chirp
mass Mc, luminosity distance dL and inclination ι as

H+ =
4M5/3

c (πfGW)2/3

dL

1 + cos2 ι

2
,

H× =
4M5/3

c (πfGW)2/3

dL
cos ι. (15)

It will be demonstrated that the resonance is strongest in
the face-on case. In this scenario, the inclination angle ι
equals zero, thus the polarization angle ψP and the ini-
tial phase of GW ϕGW are complete degenerate. Hence
for simplicity we will omit the dependence on ψP in the
subsequent analysis.

In the case of small orbital variation, we can expand
X in powers of hA asX = X0+X1(t;hA)+O(h2

A), insert
this expansion into Eq.(6) in the body of the paper, and
keep only the linear order. Taking the orbital period as an
example, it follows that

Ṗ = TAP [X0, ψ(t;X0), n̂GW] ḧA(n̂GW, t). (16)

In the rest of this appendix we will drop the subscript “0”
for brevity, and one should keep in mind that X in the
r.h.s. stand for X0.

The most cumbersome parts of TAP are eAij r̂
ir̂j and

eAij r̂
iθ̂j , which take the following forms in the frame of

test binary:

eAij r̂
ir̂j = CAr cos 2θ + SAr sin 2θ +KA,

eAij r̂
iθ̂j = CAθ cos 2θ + SAθ sin 2θ, (17)

with θ ≡ ω + ψ, and

C+
r =

1

2

(
cos2 ϕ cos2 I − sin2 ϑ sin2 I − cos2 ϑ sin2 ϕ cos2 I

+
1

2
sin 2ϑ sinϕ sin 2I − sin2 ϕ+ cos2 ϑ cos2 ϕ

)
,

S+
r = −1

2

(
sin 2ϑ cosϕ sin I + sin2 ϑ sin 2ϕ cos I

)
,

K+ =
1

2

(
− cos2 ϕ cos2 I + sin2 ϑ sin2 I + cos2 ϑ sin2 ϕ cos2 I

− 1

2
sin 2ϑ sinϕ sin 2I − sin2 ϕ+ cos2 ϑ cos2 ϕ

)
,

C×r =
1

2

(
− cosϑ sin 2ϕ cos2 I + sinϑ cosϕ sin 2I

− cosϑ sin 2ϕ) ,

S×r = cosϑ cos 2ϕ cos I + sinϑ sinϕ sin I,

K× =
1

2

(
− cosϑ sin 2ϕ sin2 I − sinϑ cosϕ sin 2I

)
,

C+
θ = −1

2
sin 2ϑ cosϕ sin I +

1

2
(1 + cos2 ϑ) sin 2ϕ cos I,

S+
θ =

1

2
sin2 ϕ− 1

2
cos2 ϕ cos2 I − 1

2
cos2 ϑ cos2 ϕ

+
1

2
(sinϑ sin I − cosϑ sinϕ cos I)

2
,

C×θ = cosϑ cos 2ϕ cos I + sinϑ sinϕ sin I,

S×θ = −1

2

[
sinϑ cosϕ sin 2I + cosϑ sin 2ϕ(1 + cos2 I)

]
,

(18)

where we have defined ϕ ≡ φ−Ω for convenience.



8 Minghui Du et al.: Probing Supermassive Black Hole Binaries with Orbital Resonances of Laser-Ranged Satellites

For elliptic orbits, the explicit time-dependence of Ke-
pler motion can be expressed in terms of the Hansen co-
efficients [77,78]:

( r
a

)n
sinmψ =

+∞∑

p=−∞
Xnm
p (e) sin pM,

( r
a

)n
cosmψ =

+∞∑

p=−∞
Xnm
p (e) cos pM, (19)

where M is the mean anomaly M = 2πt/P+ε. As a result,
up to the linear order of e, we have

Ṗ = − 3πγα2HA cos

(
2πα

P
t+ ϕGW − δA×

π

2

)

×
[√

G2
1A +G2

2A sin

(
2M + arctan

G1A

G2A

)

+ e

√
(F4A − 2G1A)

2
+ (F2A − 2G2A)

2

× sin

(
M + arctan

F4A − 2G1A

F2A − 2G2A

)

+ e

√
(F3A + 2G1A)

2
+ (F1A + 2G2A)

2

× sin

(
3M + arctan

F3A + 2G1A

F1A + 2G2A

)

+ O(e2)
]
. (20)

In the first line, α ≡ fGWP denotes the ratio between GW
frequency and the orbital frequency of the test binary, and
δA× = 1 if A = × or 0 if A = +. The factors FiA and GiA
are combinations of CAr , CAθ , SAr and SAθ defined as

F1A =
1

2γ2

(
CAr cos 2ω + SAr sin 2ω

)
,

F2A =
1

2γ2

(
−CAr cos 2ω − SAr sin 2ω + 2KA

)
,

F3A =
1

2γ2

(
CAr sin 2ω − SAr cos 2ω

)
,

F4A =
1

2γ2

(
−CAr sin 2ω + SAr cos 2ω

)
,

G1A = CAθ cos 2ω + SAθ sin 2ω,

G2A = −CAθ sin 2ω + SAθ cos 2ω. (21)

By integrating Eq.(20), it is straightforward to show
that P has a secular and linear evolution when α = 2,
which is of order O(e0), and we will refer to α = 2 as
the “main” resonance frequency. Besides, two “secondary”
resonances of order O(e1) occur at α = 1 and 3, indicating
that the resonant responses of eccentric binaries are more
complicated than the circular ones.

Within the context of our discussion, e ∼ 10−3−10−2,
thus for the simplified analytical solution we will mainly
focus on the “main” resonance frequency fGW = fres =
2/P . The secular evolution rate of P , defined as Ṗ aver-

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
φ

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

ϑ

LAGEOS2

−4 −2 0 2 4 6

∆Pfin/P0 ×10−14

Fig. 6. The dependence of ∆Pfin/P0 on (ϑ, φ). The normal
vector of L2’s orbit ((ϑ, φ) = (0.919, 5.760)) is marked as a red
star.

aged over one revolution, reads

Ṗsec = 6πγHA

√
G2

1A +G2
2A

× sin

(
ϕGW − 2ε− tan−1 G1A

G2A
− δA×

π

2

)
. (22)

Eq.(22) can be further simplified if we consider the case
where the orbital planes of the source binary and the test
binary are face-on i.e. {ϑ = I, φ = Ω − π/2, ι = 0}, which
gives

Ṗsec = 12πγH sin(ϕGW − 2ω − 2ε), (23)

where H ≡ 4M5/3
c (πfGW)2/3d−1

L . For circular orbits, ω
and ε become ill-defined. This issue is usually solved by
introducing the combination ξ = ε + ω, which, for a sta-
ble circular orbit, stands for the angle from the ascending
node to the initial position. Therefore

Ṗsec = 12πH sin(ϕGW − 2ξ). (24)

B A detailed discussion on the parameter
space and the determination of optimal
parameters

The orbital resonance of the satellite depends on several
parameters, including the position, orientation, redshift,
and component masses of the GW source, and the initial
orbital elements of the test binary. For monochromatic
sources, the relationship between orbital resonance and
aforementioned parameters are well manifested by the for-
mulae deduced in Appendix A. As for chirp signal, to il-
lustrate the impacts of these parameters, and look for the
“optimal parameters” that maximize the effect of reso-
nance, we vary some of their values while keeping others
the same as Tab. 1, and calculate the evolution of P nu-
merically. For brevity, we will leave out the subscript “0”
of X0 in the rest of this appendix.
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B.1 the celestial coordinate (ϑ, φ) of GW source

The role of inclination angle ι in GW amplitude is quite
straightforward. To seek for the celestial position of source
which leads to maximum resonance, we set ι = 0, vary
(ϑ, φ) and calculate ∆Pfin/P0 numerically. The result is
visualized in Fig. 6, where the normal vector of L2 orbit
is marked as a red star. As is shown, maximum resonance
occurs when the source binary and the test binary are
face-on.

B.2 ω of the test binary and ϕc of the source binary

Eq.(23) indicates that the effects of ω, ε and ϕGW are de-

generate, and Ṗsec depends on the combination ϕGW−2ω
(since we have set the initial condition ε = 0). This rela-
tionship also holds for chirping signals, only that ϕGW−2ω
should be replaced by 2(ϕc − ω), for ϕc is defined as the
source’s orbital phase at coalescence. To prove this, we
vary (ω, ϕc) and keep their difference invariant. Shown
in the upper panel of Fig. 7 are the results of 3 equiva-
lent combinations, and other parameters take the values
in Tab. 1. Obviously, the results of these combinations are
indistinguishable.

Furthermore, we investigate the dependence of∆Pfin/P0

on 2(ϕc − ω), which is equivalent to varying ϕc and keep-
ing ω = 0. It can be seen from the lower panel of Fig. 7
that ∆Pfin/P0 acts like a sinusoidal function of 2ϕc. In the
following we will denote the values of {ϑ, φ, ι, ω, ϕc} which
maximize ∆Pfin/P0 as the Optimal Parameters (OP here-
after).

B.3 the semi-major axis a of test binary

We consider four values of the semi-major axis:
a = {0.782, 1.21, 2, 3, 4} × 104 km. The 1st and 2nd of
them correspond to the configurations of L2 and LARES
1. Besides, to illustrate the impact of a on the same basis,
for each value of a we iterate over {ϑ, φ, ι, ω, ϕc}, and then
set them to the OP. Given the total mass of the test
binary (which is approximately the mass of Earth), the
orbital frequency, and hence the resonance frequency, are
totally determined by a. Consequently, for different values
of a, resonance takes place at difference stages of GW (see
Fig. 8):

(1) Inspiral (e.g. a = 4 × 104 km): fGW increases
slowly, thus resonance can last for a relatively long time
(∼ 105 s). The resulting ∆Pfin/P0 is the largest among all
the a values in consideration;

(2) Merger (e.g. a = 1.21×104 km, 2×104 km, 3×104

km): The duration of resonance is shorter than case (1),

while hA and ḧA of this stage get much larger, thus the
effect of resonance is only slightly weaker than case (1);

(3) Coalescence and ring down (e.g. a = 0.782×104

km): In this extreme situation, resonance can only last for
a very short duration, leading to a much smaller ∆Pfin/P0.

For the variation of a, when a = {0.782, 1.21, 2, 3, 4}×
104 km, ∆afin = {0.23, 5.67, 8.03, 13.89, 20.91} × 10−7 m.
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Fig. 7. Upper panel: ∆P/P0 under 3 equivalent sets of (ω, ϕc).
Lower panel: the dependence of ∆Pfin/P0 on ϕc with ω fixed
to 0. The first set in the upper panel is marked with dashed
lines.

B.4 the component masses Mbh, redshift z and mass
ratio q of SMBHB

For simplicity, we first consider equal-mass SMBHBs with
component mass Mbh. Still, for each value of Mbh, we set
the angular parameters to OP. For sources at cosmologi-
cal distances, Mbh enters the expression of GW in the form
of redshifted mass Mbh,z ≡ (1 + z)Mbh. Theoretically, the
influence of Mbh,z is twofold. Firstly, for different Mbh,z,
fres appears at different stages of GW; secondly, the am-
plitude of GW is directly related to Mbh,z. In addition,
the GW amplitude is also inversely proportional to dL(z),
which, at low redshifts, follows the Hubble law dL ∝ z.
The relationships between ∆Pfin/P0 and Mbh at redshifts
z = 0.01, 0.08105, 1 are shown in Fig. 9. At the redshift
of TS (z = 0.08105), range (M1,M2) marked in Fig. 9
includes the Mbh values which would cause resonance to
start at the merger stage, while if Mbh > M2, resonance
occurs during the inspiral stage. A peak of ∆Pfin/P0 can
be found at Mbh ≈ 5.5× 107M⊙.

The TS is reported to be an uneven mass-ratio system,
thus there is necessity to examine the role of mass ratio
q ≡ m2/m1. By varying q and keeping the chirp massMc

fixed, the resonant responses of L2 are plotted in Fig. 10.
Results show that equal mass (q = 1) turns out to be the
most optimistic case.



10 Minghui Du et al.: Probing Supermassive Black Hole Binaries with Orbital Resonances of Laser-Ranged Satellites

−350000 −300000 −250000 −200000 −150000 −100000 −50000 0 50000

t− tc [s]

−0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

∆
P
/P

0

×10−13

tISCO tc

a = 7.82× 103 km

a = 1.21× 104 km

a = 2× 104 km

a = 3× 104 km

a = 5× 104 km

Fig. 8. The relative variations of P for a = {0.782, 1.21, 2, 3, 4}
×104 km. tISCO and tc are shown with dashed lines to roughly
divide the incident GW signal into different stages.

106 107

Mbh [M⊙]

10−16

10−15

10−14

10−13

10−12

10−11

∆
P

fi
n
/P

0

M1 M2

z = 0.01

z = 0.08105

z = 1

Fig. 9. The relationship between ∆Pfin/P0 and Mbh at red-
shifts 0.01, 0.08105 and 1.

−20000 −10000 0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000

t− tc [s]

−2

0

2

4

6

8

∆
P
/P

0

×10−14

q = 1

q = 1/2

q = 1/3

q = 1/4

q = 1/5

Fig. 10. The optimal resonant responses of L2 for different
values of q with fixed Mc.

C The signal-to-noise ratio of distance
residual

The one-sided PSD Sn(f) is defined as twice the Fourier
transform of auto-correlation function R(τ) = 〈n(t)n(t +
τ)〉, n(t) being the noise at time t. Following [41], the range
measurements are assumed to be unbiased, with uncorre-

lated Gaussian noise of variance σ2. Thus, for discrete SLR
data, by denoting the time interval between two adjacent
measurements as ts, R(τ) can be modeled as

R(τ) =

{
σ2, |τ | < ts/2

0 , |τ | ≥ ts/2
, (25)

thus

Sn(f) = 2σ2tssinc(πtsf). (26)

Considering that the maximum frequency fmax of δr̃(f)
is usually much smaller than 1/ts, we can approximate
sinc(πtsf) to 1, and it follows that

ρ2 ≈ 2

σ2ts

∫ fmax

0

|δr̃(f)|2 df

≈ 1

σ2ts

∫ Tobs

0

δr2(t) dt ≈ 1

σ2

Nobs∑

i=1

δr2
i , (27)

where δri ≡ δr(ti), Nobs is the total number of normal
point measurements, and Tobs = tsNobs. Note that to de-
rive the second line, we have used the Parseval’s theorem.

For long-term data tracking, SNR is mainly contributed
by the post-resonance stage. By assuming the ideal case
that the only perturbation to the satellite orbit is from the
incident GW of SMBHB, during the post-resonance stage,
δr(t) is the difference between two stable Keplerian orbits.
We first expand r(t) in terms of the Hansen coefficients to
the linear order of e as

r(t; a, e, ε) = a
[
1− e cosM(t; a, ε) +O(e2)

]
. (28)

Thus the GW-induced distance residual reads

δr(t) ≈ ∂r

∂a
∆afin +

∂r

∂e
∆efin +

∂r

∂ε
∆εfin

≈ ∆afin

[
1− e

(
1 +

∆efin/e

∆afin/a

)
cosM

− e

(
3πt

P
− ∆εfin

∆afin/a

)
sinM

]
, (29)

indicating that under the long-term condition (3πt/P �
1), δr(t) would oscillate around ∆afin with a linearly vary-
ing amplitude, and the rate of variation is proportional to
e. The results of numerical calculation allow us to make an
examination on the magnitudes of ∆afin, ∆efin and ∆εfin.
In the case of L2’s optimal response, the 3πt/P sinM term
dominates over other O(e) terms, thus

δr(t) ≈
(

1− 3πt

P
e sinM

)
∆afin. (30)

By inserting Eq.(30) into Eq.(27), the SNR of L2 can be
approximated as

ρ2 ≈ ∆a2
fin

σ2ts

(
Tobs +

3π2e2

2P 2
T 3

obs

)
. (31)



Minghui Du et al.: Probing Supermassive Black Hole Binaries with Orbital Resonances of Laser-Ranged Satellites 11

References

1. B. P. Abbott, R. Abbott, T. D. Abbott, et al., Phys.
Rev. Lett. 116, 131103 (2016).

2. J. Aasi et al., Class. Quant. Grav. 32, 074001 (2015),
arXiv: 1411.4547.

3. R. Abbott et al., Phys. Rev. X 11, 021053 (2021), arXiv:
2010.14527.

4. R. Abbott, T. D. Abbott, F. Acernese, et al., arXiv
e-prints arXiv:2111.03606 (2021), arXiv: 2111.03606.

5. P. Amaro-Seoane, H. Audley, S. Babak, et al., arXiv
e-prints arXiv:1702.00786 (2017), arXiv: 1702.00786.

6. W. rui Hu and Y.-L. Wu, National Science Review 4, 685
(2017).

7. Z. Luo, Y. Wang, Y. Wu, W. Hu, and G. Jin, Progress of
Theoretical and Experimental Physics 2021 (2020),
arXiv: https://academic.oup.com/ptep/article-
pdf/2021/5/05A108/37953044/ptaa083.pdf.

8. Z. Luo, Z. Guo, G. Jin, Y. Wu, and W. Hu, Results in
Physics 16, 102918 (2020).

9. W.-H. Ruan, Z.-K. Guo, R.-G. Cai, and Y.-Z. Zhang,
arXiv e-prints arXiv:1807.09495 (2018), arXiv:
1807.09495.

10. W.-H. Ruan, C. Liu, Z.-K. Guo, Y.-L. Wu, and R.-G.
Cai, Nature Astron. 4, 108 (2020), arXiv: 2002.03603.

11. S. Kawamura et al., PTEP 2021, 05A105 (2021), arXiv:
2006.13545.

12. W.-T. Ni, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 31, 2250039 (2022),
arXiv: 2106.12432.

13. J. Luo et al., Class. Quant. Grav. 33, 035010 (2016),
arXiv: 1512.02076.

14. A. Sesana et al., Exper. Astron. 51, 1333 (2021), arXiv:
1908.11391.

15. W.-T. Ni, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 22, 1341004 (2013),
arXiv: 1212.2816.

16. P. D. Lasky et al., Phys. Rev. X 6, 011035 (2016), arXiv:
1511.05994.

17. Z. Arzoumanian et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 905, L34
(2020), arXiv: 2009.04496.

18. G. Janssen et al., PoS AASKA14, 037 (2015), arXiv:
1501.00127.

19. A. Klein, E. Barausse, A. Sesana, A. Petiteau, E. Berti,
S. Babak, J. Gair, S. Aoudia, I. Hinder, F. Ohme, and
B. Wardell, Phys. Rev. D 93, 024003 (2016).

20. C. M. Will, Living Rev. Rel. 17, 4 (2014), arXiv:
1403.7377.

21. T. Clifton, P. G. Ferreira, A. Padilla, and C. Skordis,
Phys. Rept. 513, 1 (2012), arXiv: 1106.2476.

22. M. Bailes, B. K. Berger, P. R. Brady, M. Branchesi,
K. Danzmann, M. Evans, K. Holley-Bockelmann, B. R.
Iyer, T. Kajita, S. Katsanevas, M. Kramer, A. Lazzarini,
L. Lehner, G. Losurdo, H. Lück, D. E. McClelland, M. A.
McLaughlin, M. Punturo, S. Ransom, S. Raychaudhury,
D. H. Reitze, F. Ricci, S. Rowan, Y. Saito, G. H.
Sanders, B. S. Sathyaprakash, B. F. Schutz, A. Sesana,
H. Shinkai, X. Siemens, D. H. Shoemaker, J. Thorpe,
J. F. J. van den Brand, and S. Vitale, Nature Reviews
Physics 3, 344 (2021).

23. N. Jiang, H. Yang, T. Wang, J. Zhu, Z. Lyu, L. Dou,
Y. Wang, J. Wang, Z. Pan, H. Liu, X. Shu, and Z. Zheng,
arXiv e-prints arXiv:2201.11633 (2022), arXiv:
2201.11633.

24. X. Fan, C. Messenger, and I. S. Heng, Astrophys. J. 795,
43 (2014), arXiv: 1406.1544.

25. X. Fan, C. Messenger, and I. S. Heng, Phys. Rev. Lett.
119, 181102 (2017), arXiv: 1706.05639.

26. B. Bertotti, Astrophysical Letters 14, 51 (1973).
27. V. N. Rudenko, Soviet Astronomy 19, 270 (1975).
28. B. Mashhoon, Astrophys. J 223, 285 (1978).
29. M. S. Turner, Astrophys. J 233, 685 (1979).
30. B. Mashhoon, B. J. Carr, and B. L. Hu, Astrophys. J

246, 569 (1981).
31. C. Chicone, B. Mashhoon, and D. G. Retzloff, Ann. Inst.

H. Poincare Phys. Theor. 64, 87 (1996), arXiv:
gr-qc/9508065.

32. C. Chicone, B. Mashhoon, and D. G. Retzloff, J. Math.
Phys. 37, 3997 (1996), arXiv: gr-qc/9605031.

33. C. Chicone, B. Mashhoon, and D. G. Retzloff, J. Phys. A
33, 513 (2000), arXiv: gr-qc/9911123.

34. L. Hui, S. T. McWilliams, and I.-S. Yang, Phys. Rev. D
87, 084009 (2013).

35. L. Iorio, ScienceOpen Research 2014, 1 (2014), arXiv:
1104.4853.

36. D. Blas, D. L. Nacir, and S. Sibiryakov, Phys. Rev. Lett.
118, 261102 (2017).

37. V. Desjacques, E. Grishin, and Y. B. Ginat, Astrophys.
J. 901, 85 (2020), arXiv: 2003.10552.
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